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REMARKS 



I. lntrodocti^ thal t Qf 

rejected under 35 U.S.C. Section 102(e). V— *"»«•«' ««— »'"»" 
subjeCcd ,0 scpara* rejections under 35 U.S.C. Sectton 103(a). 

II. Priority . 

XHe ^ - tended ,0 lncU.dc a reference to tne prior provision, paten, 
application as requested- 
]U. Ob jection tolhc Dra^dngs. 
" Claim S has been cance.ed ~ - J^XET 

---- 

IV. Th„ TJ S.C. SectiQ" Iflgjej Rejection. 

i ,i*,*<tt<SC Section 102(c) as being anticipated 
Claims 1-4. 13, and 14 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. Section 

by: U.S. Patent 6,1.70,108 issued to Knight. 

Ap p,ica„u respects « « ^X-^le^t 

an ergononucally-contonred generally wand Itke a ^ ^ ^ 

and has a longiwdmal axis tha, passes through * Mrvauire ^ , 

closes an e,e*ic scrubber brush havtng an e ngated amv w ^ 
brush head .ha, extends a, rtgh. angle. » one end o, ^ „ ^ 

do es no, .each or disc.ose a ^"S^™ ^lould £ tendered and 
rar (.ire — ■ ,hT 2 — „ .he scrubbing — — 
in the present application may have alternative configurate 
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V. Th*^ U.S.C Section 103(a) Rejections. 

A. Rs jectioB Qf Cla jms 10- U ^zll - 

« ■ i s in 11 and 13-17 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. Section 103(a) as being 
C aims 1-8, 10, U» * no iJ A/ WCIW J , TTC o. ltf -nt 4 724 563 

unpalcntabte over U.S. Paten, 5.423..02 issued ,o Madison in v.ew ot U.S. Paten. 4,724.56. 

issued to Fry, et al. 

Ap p,ican. S reapectfuHv request to nris .ejection be reeonaidered and - The 

Ma«son Ifcreoce disc.oscs a portable « ^.^"^-1^ 

pal through said scrubbing aurfaee aa specified in amended Cain, 1, or ,,a dependent cia, m3 . 
B. The Reject^ " of Claim 9. 

Claim 9 waa reject under 35 U.S.C. Section .03(a) aa bctng unpatentable over UA 
Pa.en. 5 ",02 issued .o Madison in view of U.S. Paten, 4.724.563 .saued .o Pry, c< * aa 
Ip"ied to Cain, 1. and further in view of U.S. P«.cn. 3,3.6.428 issued ,0 Han. 

me Office Action atatea .ha. .he prior an discloses <h= invention 

- ^ ~ . Of n re Action states that the patent to Hart 

with the exception of the v.bratton damper. The OK<* ^™ ^ obviousness to one 

^r^--- of Ma*son .o dampen ou. 
unwanted vibrations- 

App „can.s .nspeotfaUy reques. .ha, mis .ejection be recoup and whhdmwn . A mo„g 
u k .t,«n of references cited does not teach or disclose, and thus does not 
o.her Utings, the combma «on of *™ ergonomica „y-c„n.ou re d gcneraUy wand-like 
rc „der obvious a said scrubby surface aa specified in Cain, 

sbape having a .ong,n.d.na, p» «. s * , gh ^ ^ ^ ^ 

9, which is dependen. from Claim 1. in aao.no . is directed to a 

al. reference recognises the problem of unwarned yjmcm. Because me 

portable robrry tool for ..moving accumulations of hn, from teal* machme 
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references are directed to completely different problems, and there is no teaching or suggestion in 
Ihe Madison reference or the Fry, et al. reference of the problem of unwanted vibrates, the 
combination of references is improper, and should be withdrawn. 

C. The Rejection of Claim 1 . 

Claim 1 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. Section 103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. 
Patent 3,396,417 issued to Starr in view of U.S. Patent 4,724,563 issued to Fry, et al. 

The Office Action states that the patent to Starr discloses the invention substantially as 
claimed with the exception of the casing being "waterproof. The Office Action states that it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill to have modified the device of Stair as such so 
that the components therein would not be damaged. 

Applicants respectfully request that this rejection be reconsidered and withdrawn. Among 
other things, the combination of references cited does not teach or disclose, and thus does not 
render obvious a scrubbing device having the economical ly-contoured generally wand-like 
shape having a longitudinal axis that passes through said scrubbing surface as specified in Claim 
1. Both the Starr and the Fry, et al. references disclose a devices that have a similar configuration 
to the Knight device. 

D. The Rejection of Claim s 3 and 12. 

Claims 3 and 12 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. Section 103(a) as being unpatentable over ' 
U.S. Patent 3.396,417 issued to Starr in view of U.S. Patent 4,724,563 issued to Fry, et al. as 
applied to Claim 1 above, and further in view of U.S. Patent 3,629,893 issued to Brown. 

The Office Action slates that the patent to Starr discloses the invention substantially as 
claimed with the exception of the casing being removable and impregnated. The Office Action 
stales that it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill to have modified the device of 
Starr as such as they are each equivalent structures or surfaces for cleaning windows. 

Applicants respectfully request that this rejection be reconsidered and withdrawn. Among 
other things, the combination of references cited does not teach or disclose, and thus does not 
render obvious a scrubbing device having the crgonomically-contoured generally wand-hke 
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shape having a longitudinal axis that passes through said scrubbing surface as specified in Claims 
3 and 12, which are dependent from Claim 1. The Starr, Fry, et aK, and Brown references all 
disclose devices that have a similar configuration to the Knight device. In addition, the only 
disclosure in the Brown reference relative to the pad is that it "can contain cleaning solution, 
paste or the like". There is absolutely no disclosure in the Brown reference of a scrubbing 
surface that is impregnated with a controlled release technology selected from the group 
consisting of an emulsion polymer, a zeolite, a cyclodextrin, a starch encapsulate, a multi-layered 
thin film polymer, and a combination thereof, as set forth in CJaim 12. The Office Action also 
does not indicate how a disclosure of a window cleaning composition would render obvious the 
claimed controlled release technology in support of the obviousness rejection of Claim 12, and, 
therefore, the combination of references is improper, and should be withdrawn. 

VI. Summary , 

In view of the foregoing, reconsideration of the rejections and allowance of all claims arc 
respectfully requested. 



Respectfully submitted, 
LUCIO PIERONT, ET AL. 



Jeffrey V, Baftnber 
Attorney for Applicant(s) 
Registration No. 31,148 
(513) 627-4597 
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